FOR MOST JOURNALS, peer review remains the cornerstone of deciding which manuscripts to publish. At its best, peer review does much more than simply decide between accept and reject. Thoughtful, unbiased analyses by scientific peers often reveal issues not considered by the authors themselves, attention to which during revision almost always improves the quality of the paper. Sometimes, valuable new insights are uncovered by this process. At the very least, peer review is tasked with making sure that the published literature adheres to the scientific method. This is becoming increasingly important with the escalating complexity of scientific research and the cost of engaging in it. Correspondingly increased public scrutiny of the scientific enterprise is driven by society's need to know that it is worth the burgeoning taxpayer investment. Much of this scrutiny is now focusing on the reproducibility of results and the transparency of data, and the American Physiological Society is responding through active development of policies regarding these two critical concepts.
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Reproducibility of results is, in fact, the very foundation of the scientific method because this is how the veracity of a scientific finding is established. Transparency of data means making raw data available to anyone who wants to see it and is crucial to any efforts aimed at establishing reproducibility. Reproducibility and transparency of published work are both strongly enhanced by a peer review process that is professional and objective, qualities that are not always in tune with human nature. Ensuring a professional and objective review thus requires adherence to a set of fundamental principles of reviewer responsibility, among which we believe the following are key for reasons that are selfevident.
1) Confidentiality I.
Reviewers cannot disclose the contents of the paper they are reviewing to anyone else. It is okay to have a colleague co-review, provided he/ she agrees to confidentiality too. The Associate Editor must be informed when a colleague provides additional review.
2) Confidentiality II. Reviewers must not communicate with any of the authors during the review process. Editors function as conduits between author and reviewer.
3) Confidentiality III. Reviewers cannot use the data or concepts in a manuscript they are reviewing for their own purposes until the manuscript is published in the public domain.
4) Timeliness. Complying with requested turnaround times for a review is not only a courtesy to authors, it facilitates the rate of scientific progress. Most especially, reviewers must not delay a review should they have a competing paper of their own in preparation or under review.
5) Professionalism I. Reviewers must avoid personal criticisms and disparaging remarks. If a reviewer feels a method is flawed or a result is questioned, objective evidence should be included in the review to support that conclusion.
6) Professionalism II. Many submissions from abroad exhibit evidence that English is not the authors' first language. Although authors must take responsibility for proper English writing, reviewers need to be sensitive to the challenges some authors face in this regard and keep their remarks collegial.
7) Professionalism III. Reviewers should decline to review a manuscript if they have a bias (pro or con) regarding a particular paper or its authors before even reading the paper. The distinction between bias and professional opinion can sometimes be blurred, but it helps to remember that the latter always is backed up by objective evidence, whereas the former may not be.
8) Demanding additional studies.
Reviewers are free to request additional data or analyses if such are required to answer the question(s) being addressed by the authors. However, additional experiments to expand the science under investigation, even if of substantial interest, should rarely be demanded.
9) Conflicts of interest.
Editors cannot know of all the conflict permutations between authors and reviewers. Reviewers are responsible for alerting the editor to conflicts and recusing themselves from review. Common bases for conflict can be: current/recent coauthorship on another paper; current/recent collaboration on a research project; an appointment at the same institution as one or more of the authors; financial conflict due to interests in methods or concepts used in the paper under review (this extends to close family members as well); being a recent mentor or mentee of one or more of the authors. The definition of "recent" here is not hard and fast, but 5 years of separation is preferred.
10) Ethical concerns. Reviewers have a responsibility to alert the editor to possible ethical concerns. The journal relies on reviewer input here and has a well-defined process for following up on any concerns raised. Ethical concerns include manipulation of data (figures, numbers), plagiarism, duplicate publication, and of course inappropriate treatment of animal or human subjects.
Before sending a review back to a journal, a good reviewer will always ask "How would I react to receiving these comments if I were the author?" and be able to answer "These are useful, fair, and evidence-based comments and are presented in a collegial fashion." We can apply the same test as editors, and our experience has been that very few reviews fail, which speaks to the professionalism of our reviewers. Reviewer concerns about conflict of interest and ethics are also rarely encountered, which speaks to the professionalism of the scientific community we serve. Nevertheless, the stakes are high, amounting to nothing less than continuance of the public support that makes research possible, so eternal vigilance based on the above principles is crucial for all of us who seek to advance scientific knowledge.
DISCLOSURES
No conflicts of interest, financial or otherwise, are declared by the author(s). 
AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

